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It could be argued that sport is a context that provides participants with 2 opportunities for development of self-control, conflict resolution, and learning to work 3 with others. Unfortunately, it is also a milieu in which individuals engage in transgressive 4 acts such as rule breaking and deception. Moral issues in sport have attracted an 5 abundance of research interest, and recently there has been a move towards a focus on 6 behaviour in such research (see Kavussanu, 2007 Kavussanu, , 2008 . Research in this area ultimately 7 aims to increase understanding of what leads athletes to engage in transgressive acts and 8 how the frequency of such acts can be reduced. One theory that is concerned with the 9 regulation of moral behaviour is Bandura"s (1991) Social Cognitive Theory of Moral 10 Thought and Action. As such, this theory represents an ideal framework for research 11 investigating moral behaviour in sport. 12 Bandura (1991) details a process describing how moral action is regulated. One 13 pertinent aspect of this process is moral disengagement, which involves the selective 14 inhibition of moral standards that deter reprehensible conduct by disengaging self-reproof 15 when one engages in conduct that breaches one"s moral standards (Bandura, 2002) . 16 Moral disengagement is volitional, that is individuals can choose to morally disengage or 17 not. Finding ways to discourage moral disengagement may lead to less frequent 18 transgressive behaviour in people with high moral standards as these standards are 19 assumed to deter such conduct. Bandura"s (1991) theory is particularly applicable here 20 because it describes specific mechanisms through which people can morally disengage. 21 A review of moral disengagement research in sport would provide an overview of 22 more of three points in the process of moral control (Bandura, 1986) , and can be grouped 1 into four sets based on the point/s on which they act. 2
The first set of mechanisms operates on the detrimental conduct itself and 3 includes moral justification, euphemistic labelling, and advantageous comparison. Moral 4 justification entails the cognitive reconstrual of a harmful behaviour into a praiseworthy 5 one, making it personally and socially acceptable by depicting it as facilitating a valued 6 social or moral purpose (Bandura, 1991) . In sport, injurious conduct can be justified as a 7 means of upholding team honour. Euphemistic labelling involves the discerning use of 8 language to cognitively disguise blameworthy behaviours as less harmful (Bandura, 9 1991 ). In sport, athletes describe how they "bend the rules" rather than break them. 10
Advantageous comparison involves comparing detrimental acts with more harmful ones, 11 making them appear benign in comparison (Bandura, 1991) . For example, athletes are 12 able to justify the use of abusive language by comparing it to the use of physical violence 13 making the former appear benign in comparison. 14 The second set of mechanisms concerns one"s accountability for action, and 15 includes displacement and diffusion of responsibility. Displacement of responsibility 16 occurs when people view their behaviour as resulting from social pressure or instruction 17 from an authority figure and not something for which they are personally accountable 18 (Bandura, 1991) . In sport, athletes may displace responsibility for unfair tactics to their 19 coach. Diffusion of responsibility occurs through division of labour, group decision 20 making, or group action (Bandura, 1991) . In division of labour, group members perform 21 subdivided tasks that are not harmful in isolation but are harmful when performed in 22 combination. Group decision making involves minimising individual responsibility for 1 decisions made (Bandura, 1991) , and group action entails attribution of any harm to other 2 group members. In sport, diffusion of responsibility could occur through group decision 3 making or group action, for example, when players attribute their antisocial behaviour to 4 collective team decisions to engage in antisocial practices, or to the fact that most players 5 on their team behave antisocially. Although examples of division of labour are not 6 obvious in sport an example in non-sport contexts is seen when prison guards perform 7 subdivided tasks to achieve the collective task of executing convicts (cf. Bandura, 2002) . 8
The third set of mechanisms targets the consequences of detrimental conduct and 9
consists of distortion of consequences. This mechanism involves the avoidance or 10 cognitive diminishment of the harm caused by pernicious conduct (Bandura, 1991) . 11
Research on obedient aggression has shown that people are less likely to maintain 12 harmful conduct if the suffering of the victim is apparent (Milgram, 1974) . Thus, if one is 13 able to avoid or minimize the harm caused, the continuation of harmful behaviour is more 14 likely. In sport, distortion of consequences occurs when athletes avoid finding out the 15 extent of injuries they have caused or when they deny the seriousness of such injuries. 16 The final set of mechanisms operates on the victim of the act and consists of 17 dehumanization and attribution of blame. Dehumanization involves cognitively divesting 18 victims of their human qualities or attributing animal-like qualities to them (Bandura, 19 1991 ). People find it easier to act badly towards others when they perceive less similarity 20 between themselves and their victim. This occurs in sport when athletes describe 21 opponents as animals or suggest that they lack human qualities. Finally, attribution of 22 blame occurs when people consider themselves forced to harm another due to perceived 1 provocation by their victim or the situation (Bandura, 1991) . This occurs in sport when a 2 player is fouled by an opponent and then acts in a similar or even more gratuitous fashion 3 in retaliation. Through attribution of blame the player retaliating is able to misconstrue 4 the situation in such a way as to justify his or her transgressive act due to a perceived lack 5 of choice in reacting this way. 
Research in Sport 1
Sport moral disengagement research can be categorised into two broad groups: (a) moral 2 disengagement and behaviours that occur during sport participation, and (b) moral 3 disengagement and doping (i.e., intention to dope or actual doping) in sport. The purpose 4 of this section is to review work conducted in each of these categories. The review first 5 focuses on work concerning moral disengagement and behaviours that occur during sport 6 participation before covering research investigating moral disengagement and doping in 7 sport. In each subsection the main research findings are discussed, followed by an 8 evaluation of their main strengths and weaknesses. Qualitative and quantitative studies 9 are discussed separately. responsibility as the player is absolving himself of responsibility by suggesting he has no 8 choice but to act this way when instructed to do so by an authority figure such as a coach. 9
However, use of a second mechanism is also apparent. Describing faking a foul as 10 "simulating" is an example of euphemistic labelling as it uses sanitising language to mask 11 the true nature of the action. everyone does it therefore it is part of the game), as well as demonstrating that moral 5 disengagement occurred in all three sports (i.e., football, rugby, and judo). However, 6
identification of all instances of moral disengagement was not a study purpose and 7 therefore Long et al. (2006) did not specifically report which mechanisms were or were 8 not represented in their data. Although five mechanisms could be identified from the 9 quotes provided, it is not known whether the remaining three mechanisms were not used 10 by the athletes or that their use was merely not reported. This study provided initial 11 evidence of moral disengagement in sport, and highlighted the need for a purposeful 12 qualitative investigation of moral disengagement in sport. 13 The second qualitative study was conducted to specifically investigate moral 14 disengagement in male and female adult elite basketball (n = 12) and taekwondo (n = comprising words, phrases, or entire paragraphs communicating the same idea and 20 related to the same topic; Tesch, 1990 ). The first MU stream related to the behaviour 21 type, and the second to the moral disengagement mechanism used. In total, the 22 researchers identified 256 MU for the behaviour type and 502 MU for the moral 1 disengagement mechanisms associated with the behaviours. 2
The MU corresponding to the reasons given for engaging in transgressive acts 3 represented all eight moral disengagement mechanisms. Frequency counts for each were 4 reported in two ways. First, the total number of MU for each mechanism was presented, 5
and second the number of athletes who used each mechanism was shown. The most 6 frequently used mechanism was displacement of responsibility (152 MU) and the least 7 frequent was dehumanisation (4 MU); displacement of responsibility, attribution of 8 blame, distortion of consequences, and diffusion of responsibility were used far more 9 frequently than the other three mechanisms. All 24 athletes used displacement of 10 responsibility, attribution of blame, distortion of consequences, and diffusion of 11 responsibility, whereas euphemistic labelling (n = 23), moral justification (n =11), 12 advantageous comparison (n = 5), and dehumanisation (n = 3) were not used by all. for any of the mechanisms. The data were also analysed within each of the behaviour 2 types to determine how frequently each mechanism was used for each behaviour type. 3
The most frequently used mechanism for cheating acts was displacement of responsibility 4 (17 of 30 acts), whereas for instrumental aggression it was moral justification (9 of 30 5 acts). For hostile aggression towards opponents attribution of blame was most frequent 6 (23 of 30 acts) and for hostile aggression towards referees displacement of responsibility 7 and moral justification were equally (11 of 30 acts for each) most common. viewed by participants (i.e., one for each type). However, in reality certain behaviours 13 (i.e., instrumental aggression and cheating behaviours) are likely to occur more often than 14 others (i.e., hostile behaviours against the referee). As a consequence, the frequency with 15 which each mechanism was used may have been affected. Also, no distinction was made 16 between perceived and actual bad officiating. It is possible that some athletes were 17 displacing responsibility or attributing blame to referees when no officiating error had 18 taken place. Future researchers are encouraged to assess whether moral disengagement 19 occurs as a result of real or merely perceived impartiality and inconsistency of officiating. 20
In relation to this point, researchers should take care when identifying specific 21 mechanisms when officials are held accountable for transgressions. In such cases, if the 22 victim is someone other than the official then the offender is displacing responsibility to 1 the official because attribution of blame only occurs when the victim is targeted (see 2 Bandura, 1986 ). However, when the official is the victim attribution of blame is apparent. 3
The findings of the studies reviewed above contribute to our understanding of 4 how athletes actually morally disengage by offering real-world examples of its use. One 5 strength of these studies is the identification and analysis of individual mechanisms of 6 moral disengagement and the frequency with which each mechanism is used for specific 7 behaviour types and sports. Further, we now have evidence that moral disengagement 8 occurs in both sexes, at elite and regional levels, and in a variety of sports. In addition, 9 collectively these studies suggest displacement of responsibility is a particularly pertinent 10 mechanism in sport. Whether responding to implicit or explicit instructions from their 11 coach, or feeling compelled to act in response to perceived officiating errors, athletes 12 from a variety of sports appear able to reduce their feelings of accountability through use 13 of this mechanism. 14 The findings of these studies support Bandura"s (1991) theory. First, they 15 established a strong link between moral disengagement and transgressive behaviour. Regulatory Efficacy (NASRE; i.e., perceived efficacy to regulate negative affect). The 7 path coefficient from NASRE to moral disengagement was -.42 for females and -.38 for 8 males, and .20 for females and .31 for males from moral disengagement to likelihood of 9 cheating. They also found moral disengagement mediated the moderate positive 10 prediction of prosocial behaviour by NASRE. The path coefficient from moral 11 disengagement to prosocial behaviour was -.30 for both sexes. Thus, confidence in the 12 ability to regulate negative emotion may be influential in regulating positive and negative 13 social behaviours, and moral disengagement may be a key mediating variable explaining 14 this effect. One weakness of this study is that the authors did not provide specific 15 information relating to the sport experiences (e.g., type, level) of the study participants. 16 Such information would have allowed greater understanding of which populations the 17 study findings apply to. 18
The studies reviewed in this subsection share certain strengths and weaknesses. 19 The first strength is the consistently impressive samples sizes which permit confidence in 20 the reliability of the study findings. The second strength is the theoretical background that 21 underpinned these studies as they all tested theory-driven hypotheses. One caveat to the 22 findings of these studies is that the behaviour measures utilised were all self-report and 1 therefore potentially influenced by social desirability. In addition, all studies were cross-2 sectional which limits assertions about cause and effect relationships. 3
The findings of these studies provide some support for Bandura"s (1991) theory. Whilst not as strong as the relationship between moral disengagement and antisocial 12 behaviour, the links between moral disengagement and prosocial conduct have still 13 largely been moderate in strength and are therefore worthy of further investigation. 14
Moral disengagement and doping in sport 15
The only sport-relevant transgressive behaviour occurring outside of sport that has 16 been investigated in moral disengagement research is doping. Doping refers to the use of 17 illicit performance-enhancing substances to improve performance. In this section, we 18 review the findings of qualitative and quantitative research that has investigated moral 19 disengagement in relation to doping and/or the intention to dope. 20
Qualitative research. To date, just one study has taken a qualitative approach to 21 the investigation of moral disengagement and doping in sport. Boardley and Roleston 22 (2010) conducted semi-structured interviews with nine doping male body builders from a 1 gym in central England. Inductive followed by deductive data analyses provided evidence 2 of moral disengagement in all nine athletes. Three mechanisms were used by all nine 3 athletes: distortion of consequences (e.g., playing down the health consequences of 4 doping), advantageous comparison (e.g., comparing doping to stealing/alcohol abuse), 5
and diffusion of responsibility (e.g., suggesting most bodybuilders dope). 6
Use of other moral disengagement mechanisms was also apparent. Displacement 7 of responsibility (e.g., knowing the strongest athletes dope encourages doping) was used 8 by eight of the nine athletes and six showed evidence of euphemistic labelling (e.g., use 9
of sanitising terms such as gear or juice when referring to doping substances). Although 10 less common (n = 2), moral justification (e.g., doping helps you to advise others on safe 11 doping) was also evident. There was however, no evidence of dehumanisation or 12 attribution of blame. The absence of dehumanisation was consistent with other qualitative 13 studies of moral disengagement in sport, which have either reported no evidence (Long et may facilitate doping through use of these mechanisms. 8
The primary weakness in the Boardley and Roleston (2010) study was the nature 9 of the sample as participants were male only, and sampled from just one sport and one 10 gym. Thus, it is possible that the results of the study are specific to bodybuilders, and that 11 moral disengagement may not be apparent in, or be used differently by, doping athletes 12 from other sports. Further, the results may even be specific to athletes from this particular 13 gym. Due to the social nature of moral disengagement, it is likely that how athletes 14 actually morally disengage may be quite specific to particular environments. Finally, due 15 to the male-only sample in this study, there is currently no qualitative evidence of moral 16 disengagement in female doping athletes. Clearly, although this study provides initial 17 evidence of moral disengagement in doping athletes, further research is required with 18 male and female athletes from a variety of gyms and sports before we fully understand intentions to dope by also assessing reported doping as an outcome variable. This 8 longitudinal study utilised a sample of 1232 Italian adolescents (51% female), 54.8% of 9 whom had engaged in sport activity in the past three months. Participants were assigned 10 to either a "psychometric" (n = 218) or a "longitudinal" (n = 1014) condition. Those in 11 the psychometric condition provided data to help develop a measure of doping moral 12 disengagement. Although this was a welcome progression from the previous study, the 35 13 athletes who helped develop the items for this scale were selected because they practised 14 sports on a regular basis and not because they had experience of doping. Ideally, 15 instruments designed to measure doping-specific cognitions should be developed using 16 athletes with experience of doping. Athletes assigned to the longitudinal condition were 17 asked to provide data on two occasions three months apart (75.1% completed on both Novel contributions of this study was that reported doping was assessed at two time 5 points and that appraisals of interpersonal encounters encouraging doping were examined 6 as a moderator of the relationships between moral disengagement and doping intentions. 7
The sample consisted of 1022 (50.6% male) Italian high-school students (M age = 16 8 years), 84.5% of whom provided data at two time points four to five months apart. Using the appraisal index score participants were categorised into those with: (a) 2 no problematic appraisals (index = 0; n = 148); (b) moderately problematic appraisals 3 (index = 1 or 2; n = 400); or (c) highly problematic appraisals (index = 3 or 4; n = 316). 4
Multi-group analysis showed that moral disengagement was a moderate positive predictor 5 of doping intentions (path coefficient = .18) only for the highly problematic appraisals 6 group and did not predict doping intentions in the other two groups. It should be noted 7 that this analysis did not include reported doping use because none of the students who 8 showed no problematic appraisals at Time 1 reported doping at Time 2. Thus, moral 9 disengagement may only facilitate intention to dope in athletes who prophesise greater 10 personal benefits or less risk in interpersonal situations soliciting doping use. 11
Whilst large in size, the samples used in the three quantitative studies of Lucidi 12 and colleagues were not ideal. Specifically, they largely consisted of non-doping athletes, 13 with only between one and three percent of the participants reporting doping. As a result, 14 it is not known whether the relationships identified in these studies would be replicated in 15 a sample that included greater representation of doping athletes. Clearly, there is great 16 difficulty in sourcing samples of athletes who actually dope, but this is a challenge that 17 will need to be met if we are to fully understand the cognitions that facilitate doping in 18 athletes who actually dope. 19 Although the three studies reviewed in this subsection advanced knowledge on 20 moral disengagement in sport, their contribution to Bandura"s (1991) theory was limited. 21
This is because the researchers drew from more than one theoretical perspective when 22 techniques in research investigating moral disengagement and behaviours occurring 1 during sport participation as well as in doping. Finally, future sport moral disengagement 2 research centred on the self-regulatory role of emotion, developmental influences, the 3 roles of individual mechanisms, and experimental research would make important 4 contributions to the existing literature in this area. 5
